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ABSTRACT 

An analysis of the student and teacher attitude 
g.uestionnaires revealed a strong difference between teachers and 
students in their experiences with Virginia Beach ^5-15 program^ where 
students attend classes 45 days and break 15 days year round. 
Teachers were almost in total support of the benefits and advantages 
of 45^-15. Students were more ambivalent. There was disagreement 
between teachers and students concerning the amount of time , teachers 
had to spend reviewing material after each three week vacation. 
Teachers thought 45^15 decreased reviewing time but students felt . 
their teachers spent a long time reviewing after each break. There 
was also disagreement as to whether the frequent vacations increased 
the students • concentr atioji ability. Students felt the vacations were 
not helpful while teachers felt, they were. A third disagreement was 
over the multi-age^ multi-grade groupings. The students liked being 
in classes with students older and younger than themselves^ but 
teachers thought the groupings were less than helpful. Finally, 
teacherf and students disagreed on the su9cessf ulness of 45-15 in 
educating students. Teachers thought 45-15 was highly beneficial as 
compared to the traditional schedule, but students felt they learned 
no more under 46-15 than they learned in a nine month school. 
(Authojr/BJG) . • 
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 



* The Office of Research, Planning and Development of the Virginia 
Beach City Public Schools developed two separate questionnaires to 
evaluate the attitudes of teachers nnd students in the A5-15 program 
to the year-round school schedule. The attitude study is one aspect 
of a comprehensive pilot program that evaluated academic achi^v'ement 
of students, capital and operational outlay of the school system, and 
parental and community response to a dramatic change in the public 
school calendar. The purpose of the present study was to determine 
the affective perceptions of 45-15 teachers and students toward their 
novel school experiences so that some descriptive statements could be 
made about the subjective impact 'year-round schooling has had on the 
educational and personal lives of the pilot's student-teacher populations. 

RESKARCH PROCEDURES 

Subjects and Procedures . The questionnaires were administered to teachers 
and students in the four A5-15 pilot schools after they had experienced a 
^full year of year-round schooling. All teachers were requested to complete 
the teacher quest ionnnire independently. OncMiundred and forty-four 
teacher ,qucst ionnaires werc'incluJed in the study. Since a survey of the . 
total student, population at the four schools would be unwicldly and 
unnecessary in the data analysis, a sample of students from each of the 
four schools v;as dravm. All fourth and sixth grade 45-15 students 
were administered tiio cucstionnniro in tiicir separate classrooms. The 
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age groups were selected since It was expected that those students 
would be old enough to respond to a questionnaire in a serious manner. 
Also, all of the students would have several years of experience V7ith the 
traditional, nine-month s'chool ^schedule. Teachers V7ere requested to 
read .the questions aloud as the students read' them silently and to 
explain the meaning of the questions if any were confusing to the 
students. Nine hundred and seventy-nine student' questionnaires were 

e ' * , 

included. in the survey. 

Materials . Seperate questionnaires were developed to tap teacher and 
student attitudes. Tlie validity of the questionnaires was measured by 
askii^g knov7ledgeable judges, (school superintendent, assistant super- 
intendents, principals, teachers, and the school public information officer) 
to evaluate each question for its clarity and relevance. The reliability of 
the questionnaires V7as measured by the test-retest method. Both sets of 
-questionnaires were administered to the subjects at four different intervals 
Each interval was separated by four weeks. Responses obtained at the 

different intervals were compared and the reliability cocf f icient_4^as .87 

*. * 

for the student questionnaire and >84 for the teacher questionnaire. 



RESULTS 




Student Survey . ^ ' , 

' Understanding of 45-15 Rationale 
Four questions were included in the student attitude survey to 
determine the students* understanding of the rationale behind the 
45-15 program.^ In general students had^a very go*od knowledge of why 
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45-15 was instituted and \^hat procedures were being followed in the 

pilot* The students knew that the plan was a two-year test (Table 1), , 

that it was attempted because it could increase the number of childrch. 

• ' » * 

attending a school (Table 2) , and that they .did not volunteer to be 

in- the pilot (Table 3). Furthermore, the students understood that they 

couldn't use their 15-day vacation to. return to school for make-up work 

(Table 4). 

, Affective Nature of Student At'titude 
/ Students' affective reaction to. 45-15 was ambivalent. • In only 
five instances did negative or positive attitudes include as many as . 
60 percent of the respondants. Aldfough a modest majority of students 
indicated that they liked school (Table 5), they were less than definitive 
in their attitude toward 45-15, \\^en asked directly if they liked 45-15, 
the students showed an even split between tliose.who liked the program 
arid those who did not (Table 6)^ It could be said that the twelve-month 
experience with year-round school was less than/T^sMccessful in winning the 
students' support. ^Only 23 percent of the students responded that they 
liked it V7hen they initially heard they would be going to year-round 
s.chool. After a year's experience with the program, the students with 

. a positive attitude increased by just 13 percent since only 36 percent 
responded that they would choose to continue to go to a 45-;15 school 
rather than to a school with a more traditional schedule (Tables 7 and 8)# 

An analysis of some area in v?hich it v:as hoped the 45-15 schedule 
was going to be beneficial to students might indicate why students were 
so ambiguous in their attitude toward year-round school. Oiia aspect 

^ of the program v;hich v/as hoped 'to be an educational aid v/as'^fhc fre- 

^1 s 



TABLE 1 



— — ■■ ' 

SCHOOL 


vi;s 


- NO 


DON'T 

KNOW . 


NO 

RESPONSE 


— — 

TOTAL* 


Holland V 


57.4 


14.8- 


' 26.9 


.9 


100 


Plaza 


62.9 


12.4 


•24.7| 


.0 


. 100 


VJlndsor .OaUs 


63.0 


6.6 


30.4; 


.0 


100 


Windsor Woods 


71.3 


8.5 


19.9! 


» 

.3 


100 ■ 


Average 


64.6. 


10.5 


24.6 


.3 





Table 1 Statement to which response was 
given; "Tlie 45-15 program is a test by the 
School Board lasting for two years." 



Data presented by percent of each school 
responding in each^c^tegory. 



*Note: column percentages were calculated 
^ by computer. Inhere are some, small discrep- 
encies due to program design. 
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TABLE 2- 



^ ■ • 

bCHOUL 


• 

^ YES 


NO 


DON'T 


NO 

RKSPONSE 


TOTAL 


Holland 


4,6.3 


20.8 ■ 


32.4 


.5 


100 


Plaza 


60/6 


U.3 


25.1 


.0 ■ 


■ 100 


Windsor Oakr, 


60.8 . 


1.3.3 


26.0 


.0 


100 


Windsor Woods 




7. 6 


17.5 


.0 


10*0 














Average 


6?.. 3 


13.3. 


■ "24.3 


.1 





Table 2 — StaliemcMit to V7hich response v/as 
given: '*11ie 45--15 program v;3S started because 
it could increase the number of children 
attending each school".. 

9 Data presented by percent of each school 

responding in each, category. 
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TABLE 3 



V 

SCHOOL 


YES . 


NO 


DON T 
KNOV? 


NO 

ni-sroNSK 


TOTAL . 


lloiannd 


25.9 


50.0 


23.1 


.9 


100 


Plaza' 




^ / • u 


24 3 


.0 


100 


Windr.or Oaks 


9.4 


69.6 ' 


21.0 


.0 * 


* log ■ 


Windsor Uoods 


20.2 


67.4 


12.4 


.0 


100 














Average 


\ 
19.1 


61.3 


19.4 


.2 





Table 3 ^Statcnfcnt to v/hich response v/as ^ 

given: "All students in the 45-15 program^ 
volunteered to attend the year-round schools' 



Data prcscv 
responding 



ted by percent of each school 
in each, category. 




SCHOOL 


] no 




DON'T 


NO 

Kr.brUivbl:, 


TO J At 


IlUXJclllU 


32.4 


/^3.1 


23.6 


.9 


100 




-t- 
25.9. 


45.0 


28.3 


.8 


100 


VJjndsor Oaks 


27.6 


39.8 


32.6 


.0 


100 ■ 


Windsor 17oodG 


32.3 


40.8 


26.6 




100 ■ 














Average 


29.8 


42.2 


'27.5 


.5 / 


> 



'7 



Table 4 — Stauemant to which response was 
given:* "S.Uudenlrs can return to school during 
their 15 -day vacation cycles for 'make-up 
work". 



Data presented by percent of each school 
responding in each category. 
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SCHOOL 


YES * 


NO 


DON'T 

kn6w. 


NO 

nRSPONSE 


TOTAL 


llolland 


64,8 


31.9 


2.3 


.9 


JOG 




• o 




9 6 


• 4 


- 100 




60.2 


33.7 


6.1' 


.0 


100 


Wind GOV* V7ood.s 


51.4 


41.1 


7.3 


.3 


100 














Average 


54.5 • 


38.5 


6.5 


.4 





Table 5 — ^, Statement to which response was. 
given: "Do you like going' to school?". 



Data presented by percent of each school 
responding in each category. 



♦ 



. " 10 



TABLE 6. 
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SCHOOL 


YKS 


NO 


DON'T 

KNOW 


NO 
RESPONSE 


TOTAL 


Holland 




44.4 


6.5 


.9' 


100' • 


Pla-/a 




51.8 


7.2 


.0 


100 


Windsor Ocilcs 


47.0 


44. 2 


8.8 


.0 


100 '■ 


VJindsor VJoods 




/ 44.4 


10.0 


; .0 


100 














Average . ^ 


45.3 

■ 


46.3 


8.3 


.2 





Tabic 6 Statement to .which* response was 
given: "Do you like 45-15?". 



Data presented by percent of each school 
responding in each category. x 
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table:? 
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SCHOOL 


• 

YliS 


NO 


DON'T 
KNOW 


NO 
Rl-SPONSl- 


TOTAL 






llollnnd 


25.0 


69.4 


5.1- 


.5 


, 100 






P3nza 


19.5 


69.7 


10.0 


-.8 


.100 






Wind nor OpUs 


23.2 . 


72.9 


3.9 


.0 


100 




Windsor Woodn 


25.1 


67.7 


6.6 


.6 


100 




- 


















Average ' , 


23.3 


69.6 


6.6 


.5 
















• 




i- 


if 


« 


Table 7 — Statement} to wliich response was 
given: "Did you like it When you heard you 
would be going to a year-round school?'^ 




\ 


c 


Data presented by percent of each school responding 
in each categtsry. 




4 




o 

12 


* 




• • • 
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TABLE 8 
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• 

YES 


1 

V, 

■NO 


DON'T 

■KNOW 


NO- 
RESPONSE 


TOTAL 


Holl<-.nd . 


42.1 


47.2 


9.7 


•9 


100 


Plaza 


27.9 


57. 


14.3 


.4 


100 


Wind f; or Oaks '^j" 


39.2 


. 50.3 


■. 10.3 


.0 


100 


Windsor iv oo d ' / 


36.6 






■i 
• o • 


1 on 


■ ; 












• / 
Average 


- 36.J^ 


^52.0 


11.5 , 


.4 





Tab^c 8 Statement ,tOr which response was 
given: "Would you want to go to a<- 45-15 
school again next year if you coqld choose 
betvjecn 45-15 and ^he September to June 
schedule?". 



Data presented by "percent of each /school 
resp^onding in each category/ 
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•quent three-week vacation? f.iven to the students. Students were evenly 

divided in their vacation pi:o.f erence. Forty-seven and three tenths (47,3) 

percent preferred the, frequent short vacations as opposed to forty-seven 

and seven tenths (47.7) percent v;ho preferred the lengthy summer vacation 

(Table 9). On. the positive si^e, fifty-three (53) pdrcent thought the 

frequent vacations kept them from gc/tting , tired of school and sixty-nine 

(69)' percent indicated that after tmn.r vacations they remembered the 

material they learned before their break (Tables 10 and 11), But as far 

as .the students V7ere concerned, there were also some negative effects of 

the frequent vacations. More students than not thought their teachers 

spent a long time .after each of the four^ vacations going over ma};eriar 

they previouslj'' learned and they did not think the frequent vacations were 

helpful to 'them in c^onccntrating/on their school work (Tables 12 and 13) • 

A second-'aspect of^45r-15 that was expected tp be benefical was the - 

multi- grade groupings.. Students tended to approve of the plan. Fifty-nine 

(59) percent indicated they liked being in classes with older or younger 

students (Table 14). * 

A third aspect of .the ^^^"^ program which wa:s of great concern to the^ 

school administratipn was tbc\ effect of year-round school on the students^ 

personal life. Again tlie pocitive effects seemed to equal the negative 

effects.^ 0?i the positi.ve side, sixty-six and six tenths (66.6) percent 

of the students' found that 4J>-15^ allov7ed them to participate in Scouts and 

after-school sports, music and dancing lessons. Sixty-one and five tenths 

» * 

(-61.5) percent found ^that ^^^-^5 allov/ed^ them to use the public library as 
often as they lil^ced. Fi^ty-two and f;ix tenths (52.6) percent we«re able 
to schedule vacation *trip.s v/ith their family on the 45-15 schedule. But 
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TABLE 9 
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SCHOOL 


• 

YES- 


NO ' 


KNOI/ 


NO 

RESPONSR- 


■ 

1 TOTAL . 


Hoi] and 


. 47.7 


45.4 


6.0 • 


.9 


, 100 




A3. 4 


51.8 


4.8 


.0 


100 


Windsor OnUs . 


50.3 


44.8, 


. 4.4 


' .6 


100 • 


V7ind'f;or VJoodr. 


48.3 


- 47.7 


3.3 . 


.6 


100 














Average 


47.3 


47.7 


4.5 

- - 


;5 

„ ,■ „. . 





Table 9 Statement to vihich response v;as 
given: **Dq you like having 4 three-v;eelc ' 
vacations during the year instead of one 
long vacation: in the sununer?". 



Data presented by perc^int of each sc}iool 
responding in each category. 



1 
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TABLE 10 
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SCHOOL 


YES ■ 


NO, • 


DON r 

1c?:ow 


tiO 


TOTAL 


Ilollnnd 


56.5 


39.8 


3.7 


.0 


100 . 


Iflixza 


52.2 


38. 2 


9.6 


.0 


100 


WincLsor Oaks 


54.1 


39.2 


6.1 


•6 


100 . 


V71n(li5or Woodn 


51.1 


v/i2.3 


6.6 


.0 


. 100 














Average 


■ 53.1 


40.1 


,6.6- 


.1 





Table 10 Statemevit to which response was 

given: '*Do the three-v/eek vaca-t-ions keep you 
from getting tired of schoor?J|. 



Data presented by percent of each school 
responding in each category. 
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TAB1.K 11 ' 



^ 

SCHOOL ' ' ' 


. YIJS 


NO 


DON'T' 
KNOW . 


KO 

Rl-SrOMSE 


T'OTAL 


Holland 


66.7 


23." 6 


8.8 ^ 




lUO 


Pla7,a 


61.4 


29.5 


9.2 




100 


Windsor Oaks 


63.0 


27.6 


9.4 


.6. ■' 


100 


Windsor V7ood.s • 


79.8 


14.8 


5.1 




JLUU 














Average 


69.1 


22.9 


7.8 


.3' 





Table 11 n-.;* Statement to which response was 
given: '^Ivnien you return to schadl from your 
vacation, do you remember the material you 
learned before your break?". 



Data \prescntcd by percent of each school 
responding In each category. 
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TABLE 12 
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, • . SCHOOL 


• 

YKS _ 


• K'O- 


-KNOW 


RI-SPONSl'; 


TOTAL 


liolland 


43.5 


34.7 


21i3 


.5 


100 


Plaka ' 


35 "9 


36.3 


27.5 


.4 


100. - 


Hlridjibr Oaks 


43. 6 


30.4 ^ 


26.0. 


.0 


100 ' 


Windsor WoodK 


55.3 ' 


35iO 


9.7 


.0 


100 ■ 














Average 


45.6 


34.4 


19.8 


.2 


> * 



Table 12> — Statement: to which response vas 
given: "Does your teacher spend a long time 
after each vacation going over things y,ou 
have had before?". 



Data presented by percent of each school 
responding in each category. 
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TABLIC 13 . * * • ' -17- 



<• 

SCHOOL 


• 

YKS 


• NO ■ 


DON'T 
KKOW" 


NO 

Rl-51'ONSK 


TOTAL 


lloUaml 


38.9 


46.3 . 


•13.9 


.9 


100 




37.5 


50;2 


' 12.0 


.4 


100 


VJltidsor Oaks 


33.1 


50.8 


• 16.0 


.0 


100 


VJitulsor Woods 


43.5 


A2.6 


13.3 


* 

.6 


100 














♦ 

Average 


39.0 


46.9 


13.6 


-.5 





Table 13 Statement to wliicb response was^ 

given: "Do you think having vacations so often 
helps you conccntfate on your school vork?*^ « ' 



' ' Data presnnUed by percent of each school responding 

in each category. 

■t ■ ■ 
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TABLE U . ■ .-18- 



SCHOOL 




NO 


DON'T 
KNOW 


1\'0 , 
RESPONSF. 


T0T7\L 


iloUand 


56.0 


36.1 


6.5 


l'4 


loo 




60.2 


3A . 3 


, 5.2 


.4 


iUU 


Wlntlsor Orks 


68.5 


24.9 


6.6 


.0 


100 


Winrlsor Woods 


55.9 


40.2 


3.9 


.0 


100 














Average 

1 -■ '■ — 


59.3 


34.9 


5.3 


.4 





J 

> 

Table 14 — Statement to v/liich response was 
given: "Do you lilce being in classes with 
students who arc bbdv older and younger than 
you?". 



' Data presented by percent of each school 
responding in each category. 



\ 
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negative effects occurred too. Fifty-one and seven tenths (51.7) percent 
were not able to use the school .library as often as they v^antcd. Fifty- 
seven and seven tenths (57»7) percent were not able to do the "things- they 
* liked''. Seventy-eight (78) percent did not like to go to school in » the 
summer. (Tables 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20). 

Perhaps a most important discovery was the fact that more students 

than not felt they were not learning any more under the A5-15 program 

than they did under the traditional school schedule (Table 21). 
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TABLE 15 
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SCHOOL 


■ 

YES 


■ 

NO 


DON'T 
KN0V7 


NO 

RESPONSE 


TOTAL 


Hoi] and 


67.1 


16.2 


15.7 


.9 


100 




59.0 


20.3 


20.7 


.0 •• 


100 


Windsor Oakr. 


67.4 


16.6 


15.5 


.>6 


100 


Windsoi: Vrood<; 




17.8. 


10.0 


t 

.6 


100 














Aver ago 


66.6 


' 17.9 


15.0. 


.5 





Table 15 — Statement to which response yas 
given: "Does the 45-15 program allow you to 
take part in special programs such as Scouts, 
after-school sports, or music and dancing 
lessons?" 



Data presented by pe.rcent of each school 
responding in each ck,tegory. 

i 
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TABLE 16 



SCHOOL • 


- 

VES 


NO 


UUIN X 

know - 


nESPONSK 


TOTAL 


* ' v« 

llolD.ind 


50.9 . 


28.7 


20.4- 


.0 


iUU 


Plnza 


.48.6 


30.3 


.19.9 


'1.2 


100 


\.'iiulsor O.-'kn 


I 67.4 


17.1 ■ 


14.9 


..6 , 


100 


Wliidror VJoods 


74.9 


16.9 


•7 


.0 


1 nn 














Avcrogo 

! . — ' 


61.5 


23.0 


U.9 


.'6 





Tabic 16 — Statement to which response was 
•giveu4 Does the A5-15. pi'ogran allow you, to 
use the public library as often as yoU like? 

Data presented by percent of each school 
responding in each category. 



> 



I 
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TABLE 17 



♦ -22- 



SCHOOL 


- YES 


< 

KG'- 


DON T 




TOTAL 


Holland 


57. A 


35.6 


5.1 


' 1.9 


100 


Vlma 


46.2 


45.0 


8.4 


.4 ■ 


100 . 


VJiiKlnor Or.Us 


51.4 


42.0 


6.6 


- .0 


100 


Vlindr.or Wood.s 


55.0 


39.. 9 


4.5 


.6 


100 














Average , 


52.6 


40.7 




.7 





Table 17 Statement to which response was 
given: "Does the A5-15 vacation schedule 
allow your family to take vacation trips 
together?" 

Data presented by percent of each school 
responding in each category* 
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TABLE 18 
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SCHOOL 


- 

YES 


NO " 


DON'T 

KN0V7 


NO 


TOTAL 


Uollnnd . 


47 • 7 


AO 


O 7 






t. Af 1 /it I 


21,9 


6A,5 




Q 

. 0 


inn 


Windr.or 0:\\\n 


3A.8 


A7'.5 * 


17.7 


.0 


100 


Windr.or Ivoodo 






12.7 


.9 


100 














Avurajje 

. . .. 


34.8 


51. .7 


13,0 


.5 





Table 18 — Statement to vhich response was 
given: "Does the A5-15 program allox^ yoy to 
use the school library as often as you like?" 



Data presented by percent of each school 
responding in each category. 
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TABLE li) 
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SCHOOL 




KG 


DON'T 


NO 
KRSl'ONSr. 


TOTAL 


Ho3]nnt[ 


3/4.7 


55.6 


1? 


.0 


100 




30.3 


59. A 


8.8 


1.6 


100 


Wind f; or OnUs 


3/1.3 


55.2 


9.9 


.6 


100 


Wind nor Woodi; 


33.8 


. 59.2 


i 

- 6.6 


r 

..3 


100 














Average 


33.2 


57.7 


•8.5 


• .6 





Table 19 — Statement to which response, was 
given: "Does going to schdol year-round allow 
you to do the thing^s you like?" 

Data presented by percent of each school responding 
in each category. ^ * 
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TABLE 20 
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SCliOOL 


. Yl-S • 


NO 


DON'T 

KNOV; 


NO . 

RESPONSK 


TOTAT^- 


Holland ^ 




7ft 9 


t: 1 
J . 1 




•100 




1 9 A 


ft9 Q 


^ . u 


1 2 ' 


100 


Ts^ind.'ior Oaks 


18.8 . 


77.3 


3.3 


.6 , 


100 / 


1 . 

v/indnor Vtoodfj 


; 20.5 


.74.6 


4.5 


.3 


100 ' 














Average 


17.2 


78 -.0 


-4.2 


.6 





Table 20 — Statement to. v;hicK response was 
given: Do you' like going to school in-the 
summer?" ■ . ' 



Data presented by percent of each school respond 
ing in each category, ' 1 . 
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TABLE 21 
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~ * 4 

SCHOOL ^ 


^ YES 


. KO 


• DON'T, 


" NO 

RESPONSE 


TOTAL 


Holland , - 


'\C^ 1 
j>o « 1 




15.7 


1.9 . ■ 


100 


Pla5;a 






16.7 


.4 


100 


Kinflnov Orks 


37-. 0 


39.8 


20.^ 




100 


VJiiidi^or VJooch;- » 


38.1. 


• A7.4 , 


14.2 


.3 


100 
















-r- 

Average 




37.1 


45.5 


16.3 


1.1 





J 



, Table 21 — Statement to which response was 
given: > '*Do you think the 45-15 program helps 
you ^learn mora material than you learned under 
the. regular September to June school year?"' 



Data presented^by percent of each school 
responding in each category* 
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Teachcy" Siirvay > * ^ 

'Aff active. Nature of Teacher Attitude 
llic attitudes of 45-15 teachers tov7ard the yearTround school schedule , 
vere found to be overwhelmingly positive. Sixty-five (65) percent of the 
^toachcrs indicated that their attitude V7as positive when they learned the 
45-15 program was going to be tried in Virginia Beach Schools. Eighty-six 
(86) percent liked teaching in the 45-15 program at the time, they answered 
the questionnaire and at least sixty-seven (67) percent vrould like to 
continue to teach in a 45-15 school beyond the pilot-testjng phase even 
if fuodf; V7ere available to building additional elassrooni& (See Questions 1, 

V 

2, 19, and 20). 

Nature of Teacher Attitude Toward 
.Educational Benefits of 45-15 Program ' \^ 

To determine vjhy teachers were so supportive of the 45-15 program 
several areas relative to teaching were analyzed. By and large, teachers 
indicated that year-round schools had positive advantages in educating . 
children. As compared to the traditional ninermonth schedule, the 45-15 
program V7as judged as improving student learning in language arts, arth- 
matiC j social V.Ludies and science and increasing student attention sjTan- 
(Sec Questions 4 and 7). llie three-week vacations were also viev/ed as 
bencificxal to students and teachers in terms of decreasing teacher and 
student fatigue, decreasing review time after vacation breaks, and ^ 
facilitating teacher and student performance (See QuestionjS 5 and 6). 
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Roughly, seyenty-slx (76) percent of the teachers felt positive toward 
45^15 when considering the availability of teaching materials and the 
accessibility of library services and other coitununity resources to 
Students (See Questions 14 and 15) • ^ . 

One of the very few aspects of 45-15 that received a negative or 
a more neutral reception from the teachers was the consideration of 

additional tasks the 45-lS situation created for teachers* Teachers- 

i 

tended to be less than positive fibout the .effects of 45-15 when they 
considered the amount of time requiifed to plan lessons, prepare student 
report cards and other .reports, and to attend conferences. Teachers 
"also indicated that although' they were still able to meet family respori- 
sibilities under the 45-15 plan, they had less time available to continue 
their graduate education (See Questions 9, 11, 12, and 13). 

Perhaps it might be assumed that the V7eak point in 45-15 for the 
teachers and the cau^e of all their additional work was the multi-age, 
multi-grade classroom groupings. These groupings were. not viewed to be 
beneficial to the learning performance or behavior of either the younger 
or older child in^ the classroom, and' they seemed to increase the teacher* s 
time for lesson planning and preparation (See Questions 8 and 10). 
When compared with other aspects of 45-15> (frequent vacations, availability 
of teaching materials and students* resources, and student attitudes toward 
school and learning (See Question 17)), the multi-age, 'multi-grade groupings 
were the arfeas that teachers were negative or 'uncertain about. But even 
with the .misgivings about the multi-age, multi-grade grouping, almost eighty- 
three (83) percent of .the teachers felt the 45-15 program wa§ successful in 
educating children (See Question 16). t 
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DISCUSSION 

An analysis of the student and teacher' attitude questionnaires 

revealed a strong difference between teachers and students in their 

experiences with the 45-15 program. Teachers were almost in total 

support of the benefits and advantages of 45-15 • Students were more 

ambivalent. Tliere was disagreement between teachers and students 

concerning the amount of time teachers had to spend reviewing material 

after each three week vacation. Teachers thought 45-15 decreased 

-reviewing time but students felt their teachers spent a long time re- 

viewing after each break. There was also disagreement as to v^hether 

the frequent vacations increased the students' concentration ability; 

Students felt the vacations were not helpful while teachers felt they 

Ik « 

were. -A third disagreement was over the multi-age, multi-grade- grouping 
The students liked being in classes with students older an^d^ounger than 
themselves, but teachers thought the groupings were less than helpful. 
Finally, teachers and students disagreed on the successfulness of 45-15 
in educating students. Teachers thought 45-15 was highly beneficial as 
compared to the traditional schedule, but students felt they learned.no 
more under 45-15 than they learned in a nine month school. 

A possible reason for the attitudinal. differences could be due to 
the fact that teachers volunteered to participate in the 45-15 program 
•.while. students did not. According to the cognitive dissonance th'eory 
(Festinger, 1964), once an individual commits himself to a course of 
. action, he V70uld be unlikely to find any fault with his decision. In- 
dividuals do not like to admit they made a mistake. The teachers, by 
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volunteering to work in 45-15, commit tcJ themselves to a course of 

action. By disliking the program, they would be admitting they made 

an error, llieir strong support of 45-15 concurs with the expactations » 

of cognitive- dissonance. ^ • . . • 

Wlien'^the School Board and School Administration make their decisions 
concerning the continuation of the A5-15 program in Virginia Beach Schools, 
they must consider v/hether the A5-15 plan met its objectives. A' review 
of the attitudes of the individuals most directly affected by the program 
(teachers, students, parents), of course, evaluates the success of meeting 
the objectives in a highly ""subjective .way. In the present, study, students . 
and teachers appraised 45-15 on the basis of their own experiences, 
prejudices and special interests. Teachers and students responded dif- 
ferently to the beneficial effect.'; of 45-15. Teachers felt the pilot 
experience met the desired objectives; students did not. Even recognizing 
that the attitudes are not objective, the School Board must be concerned 
about the fact that students did not like 45-15 and did not feel the pilot 
successfully created all the educational benefits that were hoped for. It 
v;ould be disconcerting to find that tv70 of the basifc components of^^5-15, 
• (the multi-grade, multi-age clas.«5room groupings and the frequent short 
vacations) v/ere. viev/ed by either the teachers or the students as distracting^ 
Yet, the teachers objected to the multirgroupings .and the students were 
bothered by the frequent vacations. Furthermore, students found that many 
aspects, of their personal life v/cre altered by their new school schedule, - 
Tlie question of the successfulness of 45-15 in t)ye eyes of the people niosd 
affected by the program is ambiguous.^ 
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If the theory of cognitive dissonance can bo used to explain the 
acceptance of 45^-15 by teachers who volunteisred to participate in the 
.program, will future teachers who are not volunteers rate* 45-15 in the 
same manner as these pilot teachers or in the same manner as these pilot 
students who also did not volunteer to participate in the program? 
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SOME ADDITIONAL 
TABLES OF INTEREST 
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— 

SCHOOL » 


YES 


KO 


DOH'T 
. KKOU 


NO 
UF.SPONSE 


TOTAL 


llrtl 5 nntl 


35*6 


38.9 


25.0 . 


.5 


100} 




37,5 


. 37.5; 


25.1 


.0 


100 


V?iiidsor Onkr, 


34.8 


Zo. / 




A 


lOD 


VJindGOr V^oodj; 


AO. -8 


40.5 


18.7 


.0 


100 














Average 

1 — 


'37.7 


37.2 


24.9 


.2 


-♦ 



Table 22 — Statement to which response was 
* given: "Do you think going to a year-round 
school ^affects how students in your class- 
room behave?'^ 

Data presented by percent of each school 
responding in' each category. 
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SCHOOL 


* V 

YF.S 


NO 


DON'T 


NO 

llliSVONSli 


TOTAT. 


llollnnd. 


36.6 


37 ♦ 5 


23.1 ' 




1 nn 


Pla/.n , V 


33.1 


37. 1 


27 ..5 ' 




-1 on 


Wind r» or Oaks 


29^.8 


34.3 


35.4 




100 


Windsor Woods 


III I 1 ' 




21.8 


• 6 


Too 














Average 


37.0 


35.4 


26.0 


^lv5 





Table 23 — Sta-tenent to vhich response was 
' given: "Do you think going to 'a ycar-roun4 
-school. affects how students in your schoo.1 
behav.e?" 



^Datsk presented by percent of each school 
responding in each category. 
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SCHOOL 


YES 


KO 


noN'T 

I'KO'.-.' 


NO 

ivKorUrtoi. 


THTA-T 


Holland 




' 7.4 


49.5 


.9 


100 




' 33.9 


10.0 


53.8 


2.4 


100 ' 


VUndnor X)pks 


33.7 


6.1 


60.2 


.0 


100 


Windsor V.cous 


13.3 


6.9 


78.9 


.9 


100 














Average - . 

i 


28.7 


7.7 


62.5 


1.1 





, Table 24 ~ Statcinent to which response V7as 
given:- "Does your teacher 'like the A5-15 
program?" 



Data presented by percent of each school n 
responding in each c*ategoryi. 
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0\*n\JiJlj 


• 


NO ^ 


DON'T . 
KNOW 


NO 

Rl-SPOMSF. 


TOTAL 


}\ol Innd 


44.9 


38.9 


11.6 


4.6 


100 . 


VUzci ' • 


33. 1 


44.6 


20.7 


1.6 


100 


VJindsor-Oaks 


45.9 


■ 39.8' 


13.3 


1.1 


100 , 


Windsor IJodds 


45.0 


. 37.2 


' 17.8 


.0 


100 














Average 


42.1 


39.9 


16.3 


1.6 


100 



•Table 25 r- Statement to V7hich response iias 
^Iven: "Dp your laother and fatjier like the 
'%i|15 program?" 

Data presented by .percent of each school 
responding in each category. 
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